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Public Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment and Responses from the 
Department of Energy and EnerG2, Inc. 
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Comments on EnerG2 EA received from Eric Peterson, via Telephone call with DOE on February 
24, 2010. 

Eric Peterson, U.S. EPA, Seattle, WA.  206-553-6382. 
   
1. The EA says that the project would result in a net benefit re CO2 emissions from vehicles that use 
products manufactured from the materials to be made by this project.  U.S. EPA would like to see more of 
a "life cycle" review or analysis of the benefit of the proposed project.  In other words, if the EnerG2 
project product is used to manufacture ultra-capacitors for 60,000 EDVs/year, how much reduction in 
CO2 emissions might we expect, on a life-cycle basis. 
  
2.  There is another DOE EA on a proposed project in Symrna, TN in which Nissan would manufacture 
electric vehicles (EA-1678).  This EA includes some level of life cycle benefit analysis.  U.S. EPA would 
like to see a similar analysis for the EnerG2 project, if feasible. 
  
3.  Some additional description of the benefit in CO2 emissions reductions is needed. 
  
. 
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Comment 
Number 

Public Comment on EnerG2 EA from U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (Region 10) 

 
 
Response 

1 

The EA says that the project would result in a net 
benefit regarding CO2 emissions from vehicles 
that use products manufactured from materials to 
be made by this project.  U.S. EPA would like to 
see more of a "life cycle" review or analysis of 
the benefit of the proposed project.  In other 
words, if the EnerG2 project product is used to 
manufacture ultra-capacitors for 60,000 EDVs 
peryear, how much reduction in CO2 emissions 
might we expect, on a life-cycle basis.  

DOE’s and EnerG2’s ability to estimate the net benefit of products to be manufactured as a 
result of this project is highly limited by our inability to forecast the market utilization of 
ultracapacitors using EnerG2’s products.  Ultracapacitors might be used in all types of 
hybrid electric vehicles as well as in all-electric vehicles.  Because these vehicles cover a 
considerable spectrum of hydrocarbon-fuel efficiency benefit, ranging from only a few 
percentage points in increased hydrocarbon fuel efficiency up to zero onboard usage of 
hydrocarbon fuels, it is necessary to have an estimate of market utilization across this 
spectrum.  At the present time, no such forecasts are available.  Even for all-electric 
vehicles, efficiency in usage of plug-in sources of electricity will vary with a number of 
vehicle design features, including the utilization of ultracapacitors.  EnerG2 has made an 
initial estimate of lifecycle benefit, although a few of the key assumptions are pure 
speculation (because nothing better exists and nothing better is expected in the near-term). 

2 

There is another DOE EA on a proposed project 
in Symrna, TN in which Nissan would 
manufacture electric vehicles (EA-1678).  This 
EA includes some level of life cycle benefit 
analysis.  U.S. EPA would like to see a similar 
analysis for the EnerG2 project, if feasible.  

DOE reviewed DOE/EA-1678.  While the analyses and results presented in this EA are 
inspiring, these analyses are based on a reasonable forecast of the type of vehicle that would 
use the products to be produced by that project, as well as the type of vehicles that might be 
supplanted by the vehicles that would be produced.  While the hybrid and electric vehicle 
market for ultracapacitors (and EnerG2’s products) is sure to develop, such certainty in the 
type of market adoption does not exist at this time.  

3 

Some additional description of the benefit in CO2 
emissions reductions is needed.  

For the reasons explained in the Responses to Comments 1 and 2, DOE and EnerG2 cannot 
estimate the benefit quantitatively to a reasonable degree.  However, to illustrate the fact 
that market adoption of EnerG2’s products, and market adoption of hybrid electric vehicles 
and all-electric vehicles in general, are the most critical factors in reducing vehicular CO2 
emissions, EnerG2 has provided illustrative calculations (see attached - . Net CO2 
Emissions Analysis – EnerG2 Albany Facility).  
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Net CO2 Emissions Analysis – EnerG2 Albany Facility 

The EnerG2 advanced carbon manufacturing facility planned for Albany, Oregon is expected to have a 
net beneficial reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, including emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2).  As 
noted in the Draft Environmental Assessment, production capacity of the proposed plant would supply at 
least 60,000 Electric Drive Vehicles (“EDVs”) per year.  It is the increased availability and use of these 
EDVs on US roads and highways that could create a significant reduction in CO2 emissions. 

The use of ultracapacitors in EDVs will increase in accordance with the performance, affordability and 
availability of EnerG2’s carbon materials, following commencement of plant operations.  Increased use of 
ultracapacitors in EDVs will have two important impacts on vehicular CO2 emissions: 

1. Improved Fuel Efficiency – Ultracapacitors improve the rate at which braking energy (which is 
otherwise wasted) can be stored and released for subsequent use in hybrid vehicles.  Today, 
approximately 45 percent of the kinetic energy available in a breaking event is lost (in the form of 
heat) due to the inability of the battery to quickly store the energy.  Ultracapacitors using EnerG2 
carbons can completely recharge in a matter of minutes rather than hours.  As a result, energy loss 
during breaking events for cars equipped with ultracapacitor-based energy storage is approximately 5 
percent.  The 40 percentage point improvement in energy capture and reuse translates into improved 
fuel efficiency for hybrid vehicles. 
 

2. Accelerated Market Penetration – Ultracapacitors will improve the cost and performance of EDVs, 
especially hybrid vehicles.  First, the use of ultracapacitors should reduce the cost of the energy 
storage pack (because less battery storage is needed), both for initial sale and for replacement, thereby 
reducing the total cost of ownership of the vehicle.  Second, the power delivery profiles of 
ultracapacitors are orders-of-magnitude better than those of batteries, which provide more efficient 
and better acceleration from a stop.  As cost declines and performance increases, greater numbers of 
buyers will select hybrid vehicles over internal combustion engine vehicles. 
 

Assuming that in a given year half of the 60,000 vehicles containing EnerG2 carbons are sold to 
consumers who were already planning to buy hybrid vehicles and the other half are sold to consumers 
who would have otherwise purchased conventional vehicles, the total improvement in CO2 emissions for 
that year would be at least 75,000 MT/year. This improvement is calculated as follows: 

For the 30,000 vehicles that would replace less efficient hybrid vehicles, assume that the 40-percentage 
point improvement in captured braking energy results in a 10% improvement in experienced fuel 
efficiency (expressed in mpg).  Therefore, using the average fuel consumption of a hybrid 2010 Toyota 
Prius of approximately 50 mpg (55% city driving, 45% highway), ultracapacitors would create a 5 mpg 
improvement.  Using an EPA conversion factor of 8,887 grams of CO2 per mile per mpg, the CO2 
emissions for such an improved efficiency hybrid would be 162.7 grams per mile while the CO2 
emissions for an un-improved hybrid would be 179.0 grams per mile.  Assuming 15,000 miles driven per 
year, the improvement is 0.244 metric tons per vehicle per year [(179.0 - 162.7)*15,000 / 1,000,000] or 
approximately 7,000 MT (metric tons) per year for all 30,000 vehicles. 

For consumers purchasing their first hybrid vehicle, assume that the foregone non-hybrid would have 
achieved 27 mpg; this metric is slightly higher than the current 25 mpg corporate average fuel economy in 
the United States.  Using the same conversion factors described above, this vehicle would have produced 
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329.1 grams of CO2 per mile compared to 162.6 grams per mile for the same higher-efficiency hybrid 
described above.  This difference will reduce CO2 emissions by 2.5 metric tons per vehicle per year 
[(329.1 – 162.7)*15,000 / 1,000,000] or 75,000 MT per year for all 30,000 vehicles. 

As indicated in the example calculations presented above, accelerating hybrid vehicle adoption in the US 
market will have the more significant impact on CO2 emissions in the United States.  As cost and 
performance are the two factors currently inhibiting customer acceptance of hybrids and other EDVs, the 
availability of lower-cost, higher-performance ultracapacitors for such vehicles would increase market 
adoption.  Indeed, it may be highly conservative to assume that only half of the 60,000 annual EDV 
vehicles supplied by the plant in Albany would be purchased in lieu of conventional vehicles.  A faster 
rate of market adoption for EDVs would only further reduce vehicular CO2 emissions. 

The partial offset to these reductions in CO2 emissions will be the direct and indirect production of CO2 
from plant operations.  As noted in the Draft Environmental Assessment, plant operations are expected to 
directly produce 1,466 MT / year largely from the kiln operations required to carbonize precursor 
materials and from the boiler operations used to generate process heat.  Note that these emissions may be 
further reduced by the capture of waste heat (thereby reducing reliance on the boiler) and the capture of 
CO2 for further process use (CO2 is a primary process input).  Neither types of capture of technologies are 
considered in the EA but may be evaluated for their economy and feasibility as the project progresses. 

Indirect CO2 emissions will arise largely from the use of electricity and natural gas to power key process 
machinery.   As noted in the EA, the plant is expected to consume approximately 700,000 kilowatt hours 
per month, or 8,400 MWh per year.  Using a conservative CO2 emissions factor of 0.6 MT of CO2 per 
MWh of electricity used, the total annual indirect emissions from electricity consumption in the plant is 
expected to be approximately 5,000 MT / year.  However, the prevalence of hydroelectric power in the 
Pacific Northwest is likely to reduce the actual indirect emissions created by the plant’s power 
consumption. 

The plant is also expected to consume 16,000 therms per month of natural gas, or 192,000 therms per 
year.  This amount is equivalent to 19,195 MCF of natural gas.  Using a CO2 emissions factor of 0.055 
MT of CO2 per MCF of natural gas used, the total annual indirect emissions from natural gas 
consumption in the plant is expected to be approximately 1,100 MT / year. 

The total direct and indirect CO2 emissions from plant operations are expected to be no more than 
approximately 7,600 MT / year.  Notably, this amount is approximately equivalent to the amount of CO2 
emissions reduced by consumers driving more efficient hybrid vehicles, as discussed above.  This result 
indicates the beneficial impact of greater market adoption of hybrid vehicles and EDVs, relative to 
convention internal combustion engine vehicles, by creating a supply of materials that can reduce cost and 
improve performance of hybrid vehicles and EDVs. 

 



Comments on EnerG2 EA via email received from R. Foster on Feb 3, 2010 
 
 
 
>>> "tweet37@juno.com" <tweet37@juno.com> 2/2/2010 5:52 PM >>> 
Dear DOE, For DOE/EA 1718D January 2010  
Toxic air pollutants  
3.2.8.2.2 Particle size "mostly" greater then 1 micro meter.  Particles after production will be "porous, 
spherical, irregular"   
Dust control is vacuum systems and air pressure control systems.   
 
   Wondering about the proposed dust control systems will it be able to capture and remove particulate 
below 1 micro meter? If people live within a mile east of the plant this particulate level will impact this 
area.  Pm10 and Pm25 are being permitted for release.  How much particulate less then Pm2.5 will be 
released as dust less then l micro meter and will this be production material, finished product release? 
Finished particles are described as porous, spherical, irregular and not at nanoscale.  The total amount of 
particle below 1 micro meter is not clearly stated in the draft EA.  
 
   SAP  Ammonia condenser and Acid/base water treatment process- will any of these on site outdoor and 
indoor stored chemicals react-combine in the air or under rainy conditions within the atmosphere 
localized over this industrial  area? The  area as heavy industrial zone contains other industrial production 
chemical/gas use and release of waste chemicals/gases released to air shed.     
   SAP safety, are the gas condensor, acid, base and other tanks explosive and could they be a hazard to 
surrounding residential areas should they leak, explode, burn? 
  How are  tank stored chemicals and gases protected from leaks, spills from none scheduled release of 
tank contents?  
 
   Will this corporation request production of nanoscale fibers, balls, tubes or randomly shaped particles in 
the future with this production facility? If yes then will they have to complete other EA and or add more 
controls on production of this sized particle?  
 
  How well are the Oregon Freeze Dry storage and production areas protected from cross contamination 
of this material should this material production process create dust before and after production? 
Hopefully escaping dust as a biproduct of production will not at be at hazardous levels for workers who 
have offices in the same building, or who have to walk in or near the  production areas.  
 
   How is the finished product packaged and shipped? Would this production material be toxic and require 
specific handling and shipping guidance not mentioned in this draft EA?   The draft EA had few details 
about air scrubbing process and few details about the production or finished product.  Mention of 
acid/base H2O water treatment and Ammonia condenser shows that more then one process is involved 
and the production will use many chemicals for production of pyrolyzed and activated 1 micron or less 
particle.  
 
  How is  raw carbon resin stored?EA said, in totes, which is not defined clearly in the EA. So the carbon 
resin unspecified raw material is coming from someplace could be put or  poured perhaps into production 
process and then how is the finished product stored for packaging.   Is there a secure method/procedure 
to contain raw and finished fine carbon particle or "ultra capacity energy storage media"?  Does the 
finished product get stored on site before packaging to be sold? If the product is stored, will this be 
secure and  safe from accidental release of finished, unpackaged particles? 
 
   Will EPA/ODEQ do any air testing around this  site after the start of production to make sure particles 
of less the 1 micro meter scheduled to be released are not being placed in the airshed? The EA describes 
particles of 1 mirco meter size as mostly visible.  What percent of production will be smaller then 1um 



and not visible? Will air cleaning systems capture these particles as product or as ash/residue to be 
resold/recycled for other uses? Will air stagnation and inversions of these particles become a problem in 
this area with combine release of particulates from all the manufacturers in this industrial zone?  Joint 
area air quality degredation due to combine  atmospheric release of waste/particulate,gas, liquid vapours 
at the same time.   
 
EA 3.2.1.3 Emission Control Devices "actual emissions are to be held well below permitted levels"  Pm10 
and Pm25 with production size molecules to be visible and about 1 um in size.  Hopefully this percent of 
produce is captured or can be contained in air emissions engineering which are not clearly defined in the 
draft ea.  
 
EA 2.3 Alternatives  
Details variance in NEPA 10 CFR 1021.216 DOE General Council.  Wondering what the variance are as I 
did not read about this in the draft EA.   
Would the company be able to contribute to carbon reduction/carbon conservation by reusing recycling 
waste heat to another production line or to some other reclaimable heat use such as redirecting  
production heat for use in area home heating? 
 
   Waste ash and other non target materials  generated in production will be sold, reclaimed,  so 
wondering how these secondary wastes will be dealt with should they be even more toxic and hazardous 
then the materials they produce for battery manufacture?  
 
 
Thanks, R. Foster  
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Comment 
Number 

Public Comment on EnerG2 EA from R. 
Foster 

 
 
DOE Response 

 
 
EnerG2 Response 

1 

Section 3.2.8.2.2 Particle size "mostly" 
greater then 1 micro meter.  Particles after 
production will be "porous, spherical, 
irregular".  Dust control is vacuum systems 
and air pressure control systems.  

Any air-quality hazard would occur for workers but not for 
the general public.  Because of the hazards to workers, 
engineering controls (e.g., vacuum systems and filters) 
would be installed in the facility to restrict airborne 
particulates and vapors from going into the work space of 
the workers.  Filters and cleanup devices would be used to 
limit emissions to the environment. Where needed, workers 
would use personal protective equipment (e.g, dust masks); 
however, almost all hazards would be removed by the 
engineering controls so there would be minimal need for 
personal protective equipment.  Because the detailed design 
has not been done on the project, the EA does not report 
emissions for particulates and VOCs.  Emissions of PM and 
VOCs will be calculated as the design work progresses, and 
the calculated values would be used in the permit 
application (or compliance with PSELs) for this facility as 
a minor source. 

 

All fugitive small particles created during EnerG2’s 
production processes will be contained within the proposed 
facility by physical barriers, vacuum systems, closed 
conveyances and air pressure control systems.  At no time will 
the facility release product particles into the external 
environment – all exhaust streams pass through filters.  
EnerG2’s process equipment chain is specifically designed to 
minimize human handling of process intermediates and of the 
final product and virtually eliminates the potential for product 
exposure outside of the facility. 
 
Inside the facility, there is a potential for worker exposure to 
dust in two steps: (1) a solids crushing step and (2) the 
unloading of dried gel from the drying systems, with particles 
in step (2) being the smallest and most likely to become 
airborne inside the facility.  All downstream steps (kiln 
processes, product milling, and finished goods packaging) will 
be designed as a contained process chain with no opportunity 
for dust exposure. 
 
EnerG2 has analyzed the dried gel particles from step (2) to 
determine the nature of the particles.  Dried gel was sieved 
through a 38-micron mesh; about 4% (by weight) of the dried 
gel sample passed through the sieve.  Material that passed 
through the sieve was further examined for its particle size 
distribution by passing laser light through particles suspended 
in a liquid and analyzing the light scatter caused by the 
particles, a common method for obtaining particle size 
distribution of solid particles. 
 
The data indicate that the smallest sieved particles are about 
0.4 microns with the mean size at approximately 23 microns.  
All of these particles are smaller than the smallest particle 
visible to the unaided human eye, which is approximately 100 
microns.  In addition, it can be calculated that about 0.4% of 
any given batch of material could have potential to be 
respirable dust (particles less than 4 microns), if not further 
abated. 
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Comment 
Number 

Public Comment on EnerG2 EA from R. 
Foster 

 
 
DOE Response 

 
 
EnerG2 Response 
Using these data, EnerG2 also calculated the maximum 
potential volume of particles in the facility’s air at any one 
time.  Assuming that the portion of the facility exposed to the 
dust has an air volume of 10,000 m3 and assuming an exposed 
dryer tray load of about 6 kg (our current expectation), the 
theoretical maximum concentration of particles less than 4 
microns if all available dust on the tray were to become 
simultaneously airborne (a highly unlikely event) is: 2.4 mg / 
m3.  This value is below the American Conference of 
Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH) recommendation 
of 3 mg / m3 for “respirable particles” (particles less than 4 
microns).  As it is highly unlikely that all sub-4 micron 
particles would be airborne at the same time, normal 
respirable dust concentrations would be well below safety 
thresholds. 
 
Regardless of the likelihood of low concentrations, the facility 
itself would be equipped to minimize the exposure of workers 
to the particles.  Physical barriers combined with engineered 
pressure and airflow controls would remove any particles from 
the air and would cause them to be trapped in replaceable 
filters.  As a final protective measure, all personnel in the area 
of the two dust-creating stages of the process would be 
required to wear personal protective equipment, including 
filtration dust masks.

2 

Wondering about the proposed dust control 
systems will it be able to capture and 
remove particulate below 1 micro meter. 

 

Dust control systems would be used to minimize dust 
emitted to the atmosphere and air-borne dust in the work 
areas of the plant.  Manufacturers of filters usually provide 
data on capture efficiencies for particles of various sizes.  
Such capture data would therefore become available for 
this project during the detailed design stage when filters 
are selected. 

Please see Response to Comment 1. 
 
Areas of the facility where dust can be created will be enclosed 
and negatively pressured to retain any fugitive particles inside 
a small, controlled atmosphere.  Each of these areas 
(currently, two are expected) will be equipped with dust 
control and environmental filtration systems to filter out the 
very small amounts of dust particles that may be created. 

3 

If people live within a mile east of the plant 
this particulate level will impact this area. 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to Comment #1. 
 
Emissions of particulate matter to the atmosphere would be 
extremely small and would not cause a noticeable impact. 

Please see Response to Comment 1. 
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Comment 
Number 

Public Comment on EnerG2 EA from R. 
Foster 

 
 
DOE Response 

 
 
EnerG2 Response 

4 

Pm10 and Pm2.5 are being permitted for 
release.  How much particulate less then 
Pm2.5 will be released as dust less then l 
micro meter and will this be production 
material, finished product release? Finished 
particles are described as porous, spherical, 
irregular and not at nanoscale.  The total 
amount of particle below 1 micro meter is 
not clearly stated in the draft EA. 

Please see DOE Response to Comment #2. 
 
Currently, EPA provides specific regulations for “inhalable 
coarse particles”, which are larger than 2.5 micrometers 
and smaller than 10 micrometers, in the form of the PM10 
standard.  Additionally, EPA provides specific regulations 
for "fine particles" (such as those found in smoke and 
haze), which are 2.5 micrometers in diameter and smaller 
in diameter, in the form of the PM2.5 standard.  The PM2.5 
standard is designed to regulate emissions of particulate 
matter that is less than 1 micron.  Therefore, determining 
the amount of PM2.5 that would be PM1 from a facility’s 
operation is unnecessary since the PM2.5 standard is 
designed to limit any emissions of PM less than 2.5. 
 

Please see Response to Comment 1 and the DOE Response to 
this Comment. 

5 

SAP Ammonia condenser and Acid/base 
water treatment process- will any of these 
on site outdoor and indoor stored chemicals 
react-combine in the air or under rainy 
conditions within the atmosphere localized 
over this industrial  area? The  area as heavy 
industrial zone contains other industrial 
production chemical/gas use and release of 
waste chemicals/gases released to air shed.  

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. The ammonia refrigeration system design for the production 
facility is a closed loop system. Industry accepted fail-safe 
design will minimize the potential release of ammonia.  
Ammonia is one of the most widely used industrial chemicals in 
the world and is a naturally occurring refrigerant that is not 
generally considered a fire or explosion risk when exposed to 
the atmosphere. 
 
All equipment and materials in the containment and 
compression systems will be fully documented and undergo 
rigorous and regular engineering testing to comply with 
industry standards.  All pressure vessels and piping will be 
designed for applicable ASME and ASTM standards.  System 
controls will be redundant and failsafe so that the system will 
always shut down in a controlled manner during an upset.   
 
Federal and state regulations require facilities that store, 
handle, or use ammonia to develop a Risk Management Plan. 
This plan will mandate rigorous internal and external audits, 
communication, maintenance, and training. 
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Comment 
Number 

Public Comment on EnerG2 EA from R. 
Foster 

 
 
DOE Response 

 
 
EnerG2 Response 
The process wastewater treatment system planned for the 
production facility consists of a simple enclosed structure for 
pH balancing, sampling, and screening equipment for pre-
treatment of wastewater before discharge to the Albany 
Municipal System.  The system would duplicate existing 
installations at two adjacent Oregon Freeze Dry, Inc. facilities.  
The “acid” and “base” tanks referenced in the environmental 
assessment are relatively small double walled atmospheric 
tanks for storage of small amounts of acid and base that are 
metered into the process wastewater for pH adjustment.  Any 
wastewater generated from production activities will flow to 
the pre-treatment system through a separate and dedicated 
process drainage system.   
 

6 

SAP safety, are the gas condensor, acid, 
base and other tanks explosive and could 
they be a hazard to surrounding residential 
areas should they leak, explode, burn? 
 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. Please see Response to Comment 5. 
 
Additional external storage tanks contain nitrogen and carbon 
dioxide and will be purchased and installed according to well 
establish safety requirements. 

7 

How are tank stored chemicals and gases 
protected from leaks, spills from none 
scheduled release of tank contents? 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. Please see Response to Comment 5. 
 
Additional external storage tanks contain nitrogen and carbon 
dioxide and will be purchased and installed according to well 
establish safety requirements. 

8 

Will this corporation request production of 
nanoscale fibers, balls, tubes or randomly 
shaped particles in the future with this 
production facility? If yes then will they 
have to complete other EA and or add more 
controls on production of this sized particle? 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. 
 
Another EA would be required only if EnerG2 changes 
their production process/products using Federal financial 
assistance. 

EnerG2 does not expect to produce fibers, balls, or tubes in the 
facility.  As described in the EA, the current plan is to produce 
randomly-shaped particles, but not at the nanoscale. 

9 

How well are the Oregon Freeze Dry 
storage and production areas protected from 
cross contamination of this material should 
this material production process create dust 
before and after production? 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. Please see Response to Comment 1.  No neighboring facility, 
including Oregon Freeze Dry, will be exposed to cross 
contamination. 
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Comment 
Number 

Public Comment on EnerG2 EA from R. 
Foster 

 
 
DOE Response 

 
 
EnerG2 Response 

10 

Hopefully escaping dust as a biproduct of 
production will not at be at hazardous levels 
for workers who have offices in the same 
building, or who have to walk in or near the  
production areas. 

Please see DOE’s and EnerG2’s Responses to Comment 1.
 

Please see Response to Comment 1. 

11 

How is the finished product packaged and 
shipped? Would this production material be 
toxic and require specific handling and 
shipping guidance not mentioned in this 
draft EA?   The draft EA had few details 
about air scrubbing process and few details 
about the production or finished product.  
Mention of acid/base H2O water treatment 
and Ammonia condenser shows that more 
then one process is involved and the 
production will use many chemicals for 
production of pyrolyzed and activated 1 
micron or less particle. 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. 
 
 

The finished product is packaged with inert gas in sealed sacks 
or drums.  It is non-toxic and does not require special handling 
or shipping. 
 
See Response to Comment 5 on ammonia vapors and the uses 
of acids and bases for wastewater pH balancing. 

12 

How is raw carbon resin stored?  EA said, 
in totes, which is not defined clearly in the 
EA. So the carbon resin unspecified raw 
material is coming from someplace could be 
put or  poured perhaps into production 
process and then how is the finished product 
stored for packaging.   Is there a secure 
method/procedure to contain raw and 
finished fine carbon particle or "ultra 
capacity energy storage media"?  Does the 
finished product get stored on site before 
packaging to be sold? If the product is 
stored, will this be secure and safe from 
accidental release of finished unpackaged 
particles? 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. The raw materials are delivered in either totes (i.e., sacks) or 
drums and stored at the facility in these containers until ready 
for further processing.  The raw material is stable and non-
combustible. 
 
The finished product is packaged with inert gas in fully sealed 
sacks or drums and then palletized.  It is non-toxic and does 
not require special handling or shipping.  The packaging 
system will necessarily be closed to prevent atmospheric 
moisture from contaminating the finished goods (the moisture 
level of the final product must be very low).  As a result, no 
particulates from the finished goods will be exposed to the 
environment. 
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Comment 
Number 

Public Comment on EnerG2 EA from R. 
Foster 

 
 
DOE Response 

 
 
EnerG2 Response 

13 

Will EPA/ODEQ do any air testing around 
this site after the start of production to make 
sure particles of less the 1 micro meter 
scheduled to be released are not being 
placed in the airshed? 

 

Air testing would be conducted if ODEQ and EPA 
determine that it is warranted during the permitting 
process.  As part of the permitting process, ODEQ would 
review the project plans and would require the submission 
of information on the controls that would be used by 
EnerG2 to reduce the emissions of particulates and other 
pollutants to the atmosphere.  ODEQ would then decide 
whether further controls or emission limits would be 
required to reduce emissions to levels that would not 
present a health or environmental hazard. 

Please see Response to Comment 1 and the DOE Response to 
this Comment. 

14 

The EA describes particles of 1 micro meter 
size as mostly visible.  What percent of 
production will be smaller then 1um and not 
visible? 

This is an error and should have been 100 micron.   

 

Please see Response to Comment 1 and the DOE Response to 
this Comment. 

15 

Will air cleaning systems capture these 
particles as product or as ash/residue to be 
resold/recycled for other uses? 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. Please see Response to Comment 1.  The ash or residue from 
production will be at such low volumes that recycling or reuse 
will not be feasible. 

16 

Will air stagnation and inversions of these 
particles become a problem in this area with 
combine release of particulates from all the 
manufacturers in this industrial zone?   

 

During the permitting process, ODEQ will consider 
whether the air emissions from this proposed project, when 
added to the emissions from all other industrial facilities 
and sources, would likely cause an exceedance of the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  For 
minor sources, as this project would be, ODEQ would be 
unlikely to do a detailed air-impact assessment using 
computer models.  Instead, they would likely rely on past 
experience to judge whether this project might possibly 
cause an exceedance of the Standards.  The impacts of all 
air emissions sources collectively (those from industrial 
sources, commercial sources, traffic, farming and other 
activities) are monitored through a network of air-quality 
monitoring stations.  The regulatory processes under the 
Clean Air Act are designed to prevent the collective 
emissions from all sources from degrading the air quality to 
the point of non-compliance with the Standards. 

Please see Response to Comment 1 and the DOE Response to 
this Comment. 
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Foster 

 
 
DOE Response 

 
 
EnerG2 Response 

17 

Joint area air quality degredation due to 
combine atmospheric release of 
waste/particulate, gas, liquid vapors at the 
same time.   
 

The regulatory and permitting process requires the 
submission of data on the emissions of criteria pollutants 
and on hazardous air pollutants.  This data, submitted 
along with an application for a permit, describes the 
“potential to emit” and the types and efficiencies of control 
devices to be used.  Limits (and control devices) may be 
specified by the regulatory agency for both the emissions of 
criteria pollutants and hazardous air pollutants. Based on 
the types of facilities currently in the industrial park, the 
cumulative effect would be negligible to minor.  These 
existing facilities are permitted and are required to operate 
control devices that would prevent significant degradation 
of the surrounding air quality as a result of their 
operations. The impacts of the existing facilities in the 
industrial park can be considered by the regulatory agency 
along with the potential impacts of the proposed project.  
Based on available information, DOE believes that the 
proposed project would not cause a significant 
deterioration in air quality in this area.
 

Please see Response to Comment 1 and the DOE Response to 
this Comment. 

18 

EA 3.2.1.3 Emission Control Devices 
"actual emissions are to be held well below 
permitted levels"  Pm10 and Pm2.5 with 
production size molecules to be visible and 
about 1 um in size.  Hopefully this percent 
of produce is captured or can be contained 
in air emmissions engineering which are not 
clearly defined in the draft EA. 

Dust collectors that are likely to be used, and that have 
been used under similar circumstances at other factories, 
are engineered to be greater than 99% efficient in 
capturing particulates in the exhaust streams that pass 
through these devices. 

Please see Response to Comment 1 and the DOE Response to 
this Comment. 

19 

EA 2.3 Alternatives  
Details variance in NEPA 10 CFR 1021.216 
DOE General Council.  Wondering what the 
variance are as I did not read about this in 
the draft EA.  
 

NETL sought and acquired a variance from DOE’s own 
regulations regarding the preliminary environmental 
evaluation of applications received by DOE in response to 
a solicitation for applications under an open, competitive 
process.  The variance was published in the Federal 
Register at: 
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/DOE_Variance_FR_Jun_26_2
009.pdf  

Please see the DOE Response to this Comment. 
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Comment 
Number 

Public Comment on EnerG2 EA from R. 
Foster 

 
 
DOE Response 

 
 
EnerG2 Response 

NETL did perform an initial environmental review of the 
applications that were determined to be in the competitive 
range.  However, NETL did not produce an Environmental 
Critique for use by the selecting official, and NETL did not 
produce an Environmental Synopsis for the public.
 

20 

Would the company be able to contribute to 
carbon reduction/carbon conservation by 
reusing recycling waste heat to another 
production line or to some other reclaimable 
heat use such as redirecting production heat 
for use in area home heating? 

Please see EnerG2’s Response to this Comment. EnerG2 is actively exploring designs and methods to capture 
waste heat from the kilns for use in heating the freeze drying 
systems and for heating the inert gases used in our finished 
product milling.  The amount of waste heat does not make 
redirection for home use economically feasible and was not 
contemplated in the proposed facility. 

21 

Waste ash and other non target materials  
generated in production will be sold, 
reclaimed,  so wondering how these 
secondary wastes will be dealt with should 
they be even more toxic and hazardous then 
the materials they produce for battery 
manufacture? 

Waste materials that have the potential for being hazardous 
or toxic would be tested, as required by regulations 
established under the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA).  Hazardous wastes would then be handled in 
accordance with RCRA regulations and sent to either an 
authorized treatment facility or a hazardous wastes 
disposal facility.  Non-hazardous wastes would be sent to 
the local landfill or disposal facility. 

Non-target materials, waste ash or residue from production 
will be at such low volumes that recycling, reuse or sale will 
not be feasible. 

 



   



 




